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Evaluation of Utah Assessment Pilot 
(Senate Bill 2002)

Utah Legislative Interim Education Committee
September 16, 2009

 Stanley Rabinowitz, PhD, Director of Assessment & 
Standards Development Services at WestEd

 Paul Koehler, PhD, Director of the Policy Center at 
WestEd



 

Evaluation Introduction & Background
• Utah SB 2002 (spring 2008) allowed State Board to exempt 

school districts (Juab, Sevier, Logan City*) from UPASS for: 

− Online adaptive testing (all grades)  NWEA MAP

− Online writing testing (gr 4–12)  My Access program

− Postsecondary readiness tests (gr 8, 10, 11)  
Explore/Plan/ACT, Accuplacer

• Supt. Harrington & Supt. Shumway asked WestEd to collect local 
data & offer insights about: 1) the added value and/or burden 
presented to pilot districts (qualitative study); 2) comparability with 
UPASS (quantitative study)

* Logan City did not pilot NWEA MAP computer-adaptive testing



 

Qualitative Study Evaluation Questions

• To what extent did administrators, teachers, & students find the 
piloted tests more advantageous than UPASS assessments?

• How and in what specific ways (if any) did the piloted tests 
improve instruction, curricula, and student learning?

• How did the burden (i.e., time, effort, cost, training) of the new 
tests compare with UPASS assessments?

• During implementation, what (if any) challenges arose involving 
testing technology, test content, training & professional 
development, and testing environment?

• What lessons were learned from the pilot that might facilitate (or 
impede) expansion/scale-up of the alternative testing systems?



 

Qualitative Data Collection & Methodology

• One-day site visits to each pilot district in May & June 2009
• In-person targeted interviews with district administrators; focus 

groups with teachers, principals, students, & parents; paper 
surveys provided to gather additional input

• WestEd evaluators (2 per visit) ultimately heard from more than 
250 stakeholders across the three pilot districts

• Transcribed audio recordings from interviews & focus groups; 
tabulated survey results

• Multiple analysts reviewed & coded qualitative data to identify 
themes & patterns



 

Juab School Distr ict Logan City School Distr ict Sevier School District

Site visit June 4, 2009 May 1, 2009 May 9, 2009

Focus groups 5 focus groups, including:
¥ 5 principals
¥ 10 elementary teachers
¥ 4 secondary teachers
¥ 13 elementary students
¥ 6 secondary students
¥ 11 parents

2 focus groups, including:
¥ 2 school administrators
¥ 5 elementary teachers

13 focus groups, including:
¥ 13 principals
¥ 12 elementary teachers
¥ 9 secondary teachers
¥ 1 special education teacher
¥ 22 elementary students
¥ 23 secondary students
¥ 20 parents

Interviews 4 interviews:
¥ Superintendent
¥ Testing director
¥ Technology coordinator
¥ Director of special

programs

2 interviews:
¥ Data/Assessment director
¥ Math coordinator

3 interviews:
¥ Superintendent
¥ Assistant superintendent
¥ Director of federal programs

Surveys 53 submitted, from:
¥ 4 principals
¥ 11 elementary teachers
¥ 5 secondary teachers
¥ 9 elementary students
¥ 11 secondary students
¥ 13 parents

(Surve y focused on NWEA
MAP, which was not
adopted in Logan City)

73 submitted, from:
¥ 3 principals
¥ 21 elementary teachers
¥ 15 secondary teachers
¥ 9 special ed. teachers
¥ 6 elementary students
¥ 6 secondary students
¥ 9 parents
¥ 1 each: test administrator,

math coach, media
specialist, counselor



 

Qualitative results: Insights from users
• NWEA MAP: Most respondents had positive opinion; saw 

immediate, valuable student information facilitating individualized 
instruction (goal setting, grouping)

− Challenges included technical glitches; time burden/ 
scheduling; test length; comparability of “blended” test; 
secondary teachers generally saw tests as less relevant

• Online writing test: Program seen as effective writing tutorial, but 
generally viewed as inappropriate for assessment purposes

• Secondary tests: Respondents felt that Explore/Plan/ACT offered 
useful feedback to teachers, parents, students; Accuplacer seen 
as less relevant



 

Considerations regarding NWEA MAP

• Pilot districts (Juab, Sevier) are fairly small & had spent pre-pilot 
time & money building infrastructure for computer-based testing; 
larger districts unprepared for change may be less successful

• Any potential expansion requires a staged, thoughtful rollout 

− Must build technology infrastructure & focus carefully on 
planning, scheduling, professional development (on data use 
& analysis, etc), and communication with stakeholders

• UTIPS already used across state for formative assessment;  
how will NWEA MAP fit in?



 

Additional considerations from users

• Online writing program piloted did not appear to function well as 
writing assessment

• Respondents preferred Explore/Plan/ACT to Accuplacer test, but 
some reservations about requiring all students to take ACT 

• Universal message: Students in pilot districts (particularly high 
school juniors) took too many tests in 2008/09

• Administrators, teachers, and parents are seeking clear and 
consistent guidance regarding the goals and expectations for 
assessment in the state



 

Quantitative Study Evaluation Questions

• To what extent are the items on the NWEA MAP* assessments 
aligned with Utah's Content Standards?

• How do students’ results on the MAP tests compare to students’ 
results on the UPASS CRT tests and other assessments, such 
as NAEP? 

• How may the MAP tests be adapted to improve the alignment 
with Utah's Content Standards?**

*MAP was the only test used in the pilot with sufficient and appropriate data to 
perform secondary analyses for quantitative study
**All analyses based on previous versions of MAP; efforts are under way to 
develop so called “blended” version which may address alignment issues



 

Demographic Information
Percent of the Student Population by Ethnicity/Minority Status in 2008 – 2009

State Sevier Juab

Caucasian 79% 93% 94%

Hispanic 14% 4% 3%

Black 14% < 1% 1%

ELL

Ethnic Minority1

9%

21%

3%

7%

0%

6%

1 % of Non-Caucasian students
Note: From USOE Website



 

NWEA Study of Percent of Alignment of MAP Test Items 
to Utah Core Curriculum

Figure 1



 

Center for Assessment Study of Percent of Alignment 
of MAP Test Items and Utah Core Curriculum

Grade Type of Alignment 
Analysis Math Reading Science

5 Item-by-Item 73% 70% General Science 
6.8 to 51.7% - 

Holistic Assessment1 Weak Moderate Weak

 Item-by-Item Science Concepts & Processes 
34%- 79% 

Holistic Assessment Weak

8 Item-by-Item Pre Algebra 65% 76% General Science 
20%- 41% 

Holistic Assessment Weak Moderate Weak

Item-by-Item Science Concepts & Processes 
34%- 79%

 Holistic Assessment Weak

Table 3

1 Holistic Assessment is based on the overall assessment, not individual test questions, therefore may produce 
different results than the Item-by-Item rating system. 



 

Comparison Between NWEA and CFA Alignment Studies 
of NWEA Test Items to Utah Core Curriculum

NWEA Center for Assessment

    Math

          Grade 5 80% 73% - Weak

          Grade 8 80% 65% - Weak

   Reading

          Grade 5 57% 70% - Moderate

          Grade 8 93% 76% - Moderate

    Science

        Grade 8
            General Science

42%1
20%- 41% - Weak

            Concepts and Processes 34%- 79% - Weak

1 Alignment as one for both assessments 

Table 4



 

Percentage of Students Taking Both MAP and CRT Exams
Scoring at Same Proficiency Level on Both Tests

Language Arts Mathematics Reading Schools Providing 
Data

Grade 3 57% 54% 54% Both Districts
Grade 4 55% 57% 55% Both Districts
Grade 5 53% 59% 55% Both Districts

Grade 6 50% 52% 74%
Language Arts and 

Math- Both Districts 
Reading- Juab Only 

Grade 7 53% 57% na Sevier Only
Grade 8 52% 61% na Sevier Only
Grade 9 56% 64% na Sevier Only
Grade10 58% 61% na Sevier Only

Table 5



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Mathematics Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District

Ideal Matrix (Fully Aligned Set of Assessments)

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient High % Low %

NWEA Not Proficient Low % Moderate %

In a fully aligned assessment 
system:

% agreements (top left and bottom 
right) contain most of the cases

% disagreements (bottom left and top 
right) contain few cases



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Mathematics Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District

3rd Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 47% 11%

NWEA Not Proficient 36% 6%

4th Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 52% 13%

NWEA Not Proficient 32% 2%

Table 6



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Mathematics Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District Cont.

5th Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 51% 10%

NWEA Not Proficient 32% 8%

6th Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 41% 9%

NWEA Not Proficient 42% 8%

Table 6



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Mathematics Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District Cont.

7th Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 55% 3%

NWEA Not Proficient 40% 2%

8th Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 53% 5%

NWEA Not Proficient 34% 8%

Table 6



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Mathematics Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District Cont.

9th Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 62% 16%

NWEA Not Proficient 20% 2%

10th Grade Mathematics

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 57% 18%

NWEA Not Proficient 22% 4%

Table 6



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Language Arts Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District

3rd Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 46% 11%

NWEA Not Proficient 35% 7%

4th Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 48% 12%

NWEA Not Proficient 35% 5%

Table 7



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Language Arts Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District 

Cont.

5th Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 49% 11%

NWEA Not Proficient 42% 6%

6th Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 42% 11%

NWEA Not Proficient 41% 6%



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Language Arts Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District 

Cont.

7th Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 48% 10%

NWEA Not Proficient 37% 5%

8th Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 46% 9%

NWEA Not Proficient 39% 6%



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Language Arts Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District 

Cont.

9th Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 48% 13%

NWEA Not Proficient 31% 8%

10th Grade Language Arts

CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 50% 9%

NWEA Not Proficient 33% 8%



 

Comparison of the Percent Proficient on the NWEA and CRT 
Reading Assessment By Grade for Sevier School District

3rd Grade Reading
CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 44% 10%

NWEA Not Proficient 37% 9%

4th Grade Reading
CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 49% 12%

NWEA Not Proficient 34% 5%

5th Grade Reading
CRT Proficient CRT Not Proficient

NWEA Proficient 48% 10%

NWEA Not Proficient 35% 6%



 

Considerations from Quantitative Study
• MAP items are not as aligned to Utah content standards as 

UPASS items (based on studies reported here and previous 
WestEd UPASS alignment studies)

• Differences exist between MAP and UPASS proficiency rates 
across grades and content areas; follow-up needed to 
determine if due to alignment, statistical linking, instructional 
sensitivity, motivation, stakes, etc.

• MAP “Blended Assessment” option has potential promise—
needs to be planned and studied carefully
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